Attachment to Independent Case Review Report
For CDRU # 4841 Case file # 95-255841.

Material Examiner: Malone {RO)

Remarks:

Case resulted in a trial, testimony transcript not provided.
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INDEPENDENT CASE REVIEW REPORT

Independent Review conducted by: DMV{/ % Hl/f/

Area(s) of Expertise: F///’&u jfﬁ Wf

7
Review commenced at: 7217 B (Time), 2,2 35 £/ (Date)

File#: G~ 194 ¢4/

Laboratory #(s): 902 (7 190> ‘;‘q S HC Us RRVIm .
3p g 29938 5 ye Ly v RQRY
2

Examiner(s) & Symbols
Reviewed  Not Reviewed Reviewed Not Reviewed
Malons(RG) ¥ o o o
o [m] [ ]
w] [m] o [m]

Materials Reviewed

Trial testimony transcripi(s) of: NeA e

Testimony Date(s):y Pages:

Laboratory Repori{s):

Laboratory Number: 395’2?&3,? S U ys vpp Daer g .D% )?,?2

Laboratory Number: R’Q ﬁ"'f Date:

Lahoratory Number: 3_9‘& 100 Y4 5 i/, < E!E VkPate= )}Eﬁ&g :f££2
| Walpne aor)
Examiner Bench Notes of:j M Uea K5 V' Eﬁ g&f

Laboratory Number:
20010099 SHe U S AR iy
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Was any other material reviewed? O Yes yNo

If yes, please identify and/or describe the matertal:

Results of Review

File %: Q{ - lg_{? ‘rC( * Item or Specimen # Reviewed:

Review of Laboratory Report(s) and Bench Notes:

Note: Numbered comments are required below or on
additional papges for any “No® or “Unable to Determine” Responses

1) Did the examiner perform the appropriate tests in a scientifically acceptable manrer, based on the methods,
protacols, and analytic techniques available at the time of the original examination(s)?

O Yes a Mo XUnab]e to Determine

2) Are the examination results set forth in the laboratory repori(s) supported and adequately documented in
the bench notes? 0O Yes %No O Unable to Determine

Review of Testimony:

Note: Numbered comments are required below or on
additional pages for any “No™ or “Unable {0 Determine” Responses

yTranscript not available.

3} Testimony consistent with the laboratory report(s)? OYes ONo 0O Unableto Determine

4) Testimony consistent with the bench notes? a Yes DNo O Unable to Determine

5) Testimony within bounds of examiner's expertise? OYes ©ONo 0QUnableto Determine
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Comments
(Set forth by above question #, if applicable.
Use “Additional Comments" Sheet, if needed)

File #:

|

g5~ ;fs’ﬁw

N V2217

A7

4

Revicw completed at:

Total time spent conducting review (to nearest 1/4 hour):

0,79 by

{Date)

| hereby centify that 1 conducted this review in an independent, unbiased manner and that the results of my review
are fully documented on this report consisting of a total of pages.

7 it W, 4

(Signature)
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Attachment to Independent Case Review Report
For CDRU # 4841 Case file # 95-255841.

Material Exarniner: Rudolph (1JS)

Remarks:

After research it has been determined that the Laboratory worksheet (30622037) of .

Examiner Rudolph (U8} is missing from the case file at the time of review by the

Independent Scientist,

Case resulted in a trial, testimony transcript not provided.
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INDEPENDENT CASE REVIEW REPORT

Independent Review conducted by: 4//2 y?) M M/ﬂ, /71‘6/'3-

Area(s) of Expertise: &Xf?/as j‘ VES Fun / }/_f' /:f

Review' commenced at: yo . Q zﬂ (Time), z ﬁﬁof-(Date)

Fie ;. D2 B4/

Laboratory #(s): Zaé 220 312 S L C. 7Y
B0b29043 S UL US

b /o449 S ul lls P VM

Examiner(s) & Symbols
Reviewed  Not Reviewed Reviewed Not Reviewed
Rraclo foh fis) X : : .
. =] ] &) u]
o ' o o a

Materials Reviewed

Trial testimony transcript(s) of: A/ D A/ -

Testimony Date(s): ‘ Pages:
Laboratory Report(s): .
Laboratory Number: 2/, /DO LG Date: 8//5’//9 83
Laboratory Number: 3 o6 2 305 4.3 Date: |
Laboratory Number: 3 Dé 22D 37 Date: \y

Examiner Bench Notes of: /B,{Q/p /‘94
Laboratory Number: 3 g, /aoM S uc wus B VM
226 ;2:203‘7 S e «S
BobRI04£3 S uUc US
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Was any other material reviewed? X Yes “a No

If yes, please identify and/or describe the material: K E D = i Y2 37[/—“/”5)2{-

/%

Results of Review

File #: ?\S—_ L5584 / Jtern or Specimen # Reviewed: =2 /5
&/7

Review of Laboratory Report(s) and Bench Notes:

Note: Numbered comments are required below or on
additional pages for any *No” or “Unable to Determine™ Responses

1} Did the examiner perform the appropriate tests in a scientifically acceptable manner, based on the methods,
protocols, and analytic techniques available at the time of the original examination(s)?
Yes ONo 0O Unable to Determine

2) Are the examination results set forth in the laboratory repori(s} supported and adequately documented in
the bench notes? XYes OMo O Unable 1o Determine
Review of Testimony:

Nate: Numbered comments are required below or on
additional pages for any “Ne” or “Unable to Determine” Responses

XTranscript not available.

3) Testimony consistent with the laboratory report{s)? ‘OYes UNo O Unable to Determine
4} Testimony consistent with the bench notes? OYes 0ONo 0O UnabletoDetermine
5) Testimony within bounds of examiner's expertise? DYes A@No 0OUnableto Determine
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Comments
(Set forth by above question #, if applicable,
Use “Additional Comnments” Sheet, if needed)

File #:

Review completed at:  /¢) : 4 O fpfTime), ? I13p] 64 (Date)

Tatal time spent conducting review (1o nearest 1/4 hour): V,Z,

1 hereby centify that { conducied this revicw in an independent, unbiased manner and that the results of my review
ar¢ fully documented on this report consisting of a total of __ = pages.

%« 7. Ul 2/36;/04

‘ / {Signature) (Date)
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Review # 3-22 Bufile # 95-255841
[ remember this case ax.zd did testify in it. There are two basic conclusions reached. One
analysis was of material taken from two dynamite wrappers and what we found wa-s consistent
with dynamite. We found NG/EGDN and nitrate ion which is consistent with dynarmite. The
second conclusion was based on an analysis of the black substance found on one of the
specimens. [t physically was consistent with a DuPont Tovex sample and had MMAN in it,
which at that time, only matched a DuPont water-gel. We could only identify that this smuff is
DuPont’s Tovex, and it was. The reviewer inquirtes why we combine two wrappers to detect
sulfur, Actually, and I assume he knew, we did not combine the wrappers, just thie material from
- them and ran one XRPD and got good results. It shouid be noted thar when we analyzed these
speci.men‘s we were under the impression that only DuPont’s Tovex had MMAN as a constitent.
Recently retired EU UC J. Christopher Ronay, now the pgesident of the International -
Manufacturers of Explosives confirmed that during this time c;ﬁly DuPont was utilizing MMAN

in their watergel/slurries.

. I .
L1 henozssaar | gso 8 __{Form 7-126 indicates that US testified in tiis case, [C analysts on Q17 indicates ere mav
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